Schurz and Tholen (2016) argue that common approaches to studying the neural basis of "theory of mind" (ToM) obscure a potentially important role for inferior frontal gyrus (IFG) in managing conflict between perspectives, and urge new work to address this question: "to gain a full understanding of the IFG's role in ToM, we encourage future imaging studies to use a wider range of control conditions." (p. 332). We wholeheartedly agree, but note that this observation has been made before, and has already led to a programme of work that provides evidence from fMRI, EEG, and TMS on the role of IFG in managing conflict between self and other perspectives in ToM. We highlight these works, and in particular we demonstrate how careful manipulation within ToM tasks has been used to act as an internal control condition, wherein conflict has been manipulated within-subject. We further add to the discussion by framing key questions that remain regarding IFG in the context of these. Using limitations in the existing research, we outline how best researchers can proceed with the challenge set by Schurz and Tholen (2016).
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1.
Theory of mind and cognitive control
Children's and adults' success at reasoning about the beliefs, desires and intentions of others e an ability termed "theory of mind" or "mindreading" e is associated with performance on tests of cognitive control (Carlson & Moses, 2001; Carlson, Moses, & Breton, 2002; Devine & Hughes, 2014; German & Hehman, 2006) . It is commonly proposed that one reason for this is that cognitive control is necessary to overcome interference from one's own "egocentric" or "self" perspective, when judging the perspectives of others. In light of such behavioural results, it is striking that neuroimaging work on ToM often describes the core "social brain" network as comprising the temporoparietal junction and medial prefrontal cortex, but not brain regions associated with cognitive control, such as the inferior frontal cortex. Indeed, the review presented in Schurz and Tholen (2016) , and two recent quantitative reviews, are inconsistent regarding the presence of activations in IFG in ToM tasks (Molenberghs, Johnson, Henry, & Mattingley, 2016; Schurz, Radua, Aichhorn, Richlan, & Perner, 2014) . Schurz and Tholen (2016) rightly suggest that this may be because frequently-used paradigms aim to identify the neural correlates of ToM (in particular reasoning about false beliefs) by subtracting out baseline conditions that require closely-matched reasoning about non-social situations [perhaps most notably, reasoning about false photographs (for a typical example, see Saxe & Kanwisher, 2003) ]. While this approach is vital for identifying brain regions that might be domain-specific to ToM, it risks subtracting out functionally critical processes that are shared with other tasks (e.g., Apperly, 2011 Apperly, , 2013 , including cognitive control processes. While questions about domain-specificity for ToM have had most prominence in the literature in the past 15 years, a growing number of more recent studies suggest that this approach misses critical information about the functional and neural basis of ToM. Consequently, though quantitative brain-based meta-analyses are informative, they are necessarily constrained by the prevalent methods in the prior literature, and the brain regions that are modulated as a result of those paradigmatic choices. Thus, where current meta-
